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reminiscences of earlier days, in their
principles forged over a lifetime of ex-
perience and hard work, they offer a
unique, valuable perspective of a com-
plex and intricate world. I recall with
considerable awe the birth of my great
granddaughter, Carolyn Byrd Fatemi,
born on March 4 of last year. March 4
in the old days was when the new Con-
gress came into session, and a new
President was sworn into office March
4. Now that day is the birthday of
Erma and my great granddaughter,
Carolyn Byrd Fatemi. It is a joyous,
and humbling, realization to truly see
oneself as part of that intricate tap-
estry of successive generations.

A new baby, so fragile, so tiny, so
soft, so sweet, so delicate, and yet so
determined to join this wonderful,
maddening world, stirs our hearts and
reminds us once more of our enduring
link to the eternal. As William Words-
worth wrote,

Our birth is but a sleep and a forgetting:
The soul that rises with us, our life’s star,
Hath had elsewhere its setting,

And cometh from afar;

Not in entire forgetfulness,

And not in utter nakedness,

But trailing clouds of glory do we come
From God, who is our home:

Heaven lies about us in our infancy!

Erma and I also congratulate Sen-
ator and Mrs. Rockefeller on the en-
gagement of their daughter, Valerie, to
Mr. James Douglas Carnegie. Perhaps
the greatest transition in a person’s
life is when he makes that great leap
from “I” to “We.” It is the beginning
of a journey with a beloved partner,
who will share life’s joys, and ease its
inevitable burdens. My own treasured
wife, Erma, and I have been on this
wondrous journey for sixty-two years,
and it will soon be 63, the Lord willing.
To Valerie and James, I would wish the
benediction of Milton, ‘“‘Mutual love,
the crown of all our bliss.”

Senator ROCKEFELLER has worked
tirelessly for the people of West Vir-
ginia for over thirty years. It has been
my great privilege to work alongside
him in this Chamber for the past fif-
teen years. He has been a tenacious
champion of developing economic op-
portunities for West Virginia’s work-
ers, and a compassionate, determined
voice for children, for senior citizens,
for our nation’s veterans, and for our
retired coal miners. I could not wish
for a more capable, diligent and conge-
nial colleague. I offer Senator ROCKE-
FELLER my best wishes on these happy
occasions for his family, and also my
sincere gratitude to him for his intel-
ligence, his strength of character, and
his friendship.

Congratulations again, 100 times, on
the birth of this beautiful little grand-
daughter. How proud he has to be.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
say to Senator BYRD, that was a most
enjoyable presentation. I am glad I was
here to have an opportunity to hear it.
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Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Although there is
no unanimous consent, we have been
moving back and forth on both sides.
Under that scenario, Senator GRAMS is
here and will make a presentation;
Senator KERRY is the next speaker.

Mr. KERRY. If I may ask, Mr. Presi-
dent, how long does the Senator from
Minnesota plan to speak?

Mr. GRAMS. Four or five minutes.

Mr. KERRY. I have no objection.

———————

AFFORDABLE EDUCATION ACT OF
1999—Continued

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I come to
the floor today in support of S. 1134. I
would like to make a couple of brief re-
marks as we consider this very impor-
tant piece of legislation, the Affordable
Education Act. This is a bill that
would expand the right for parents to
save money for their children’s edu-
cation without incurring a tax liabil-
ity. Very simply, allowing parents to
put some money aside to help their
children’s education, and do it without
incurring tax liability, is a win-win sit-
uation.

The proposed new education savings
account would allow families to con-
tribute up to $2,000 per year in a sav-
ings account for a variety of public or
private education-related expenses.
Current law allows parents to save up
to $500 per year for their children’s col-
lege education without penalty. How-
ever, the expanded education savings
accounts would allow parents to save
more tax-free, and the money could
also be used for children’s kindergarten
through 12th grade education expenses
as well as college. These education sav-
ings accounts help working families,
and deserve the support of this body.

I would like to provide a Minnesota
perspective on this debate, because we
can learn from what has happened in
my home state with a similar edu-
cation initiative. S. 1134 is similar to a
tax break for working families insti-
tuted in Minnesota by former Governor
Arne Carlson.

Governor Carlson and grassroots or-
ganizations in Minnesota fought for
and won an education tax credit, en-
acted in 1997, which, like Mr. COVER-
DELL’s bill, can be used by parents to
offset the cost of certain expenses
made in the education of K-12 students
in public, private or home schools.
Thanks to Governor Carlson’s initia-
tive, low and moderate income families
in Minnesota can receive up to a $1,000
per child tax credit for qualifying ex-
penses such as tutoring, after-school or
summer academic programs, music les-
sons, textbooks, and instructional ma-
terials—to allow the children these
educational opportunities. Families
with higher incomes are not eligible
for the tax credit, but can still claim a
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tax deduction for similar education ex-
penses.

When the legislation was proposed,
various polls rated support for the tax
credit and tax deduction package be-
tween 58 percent and 72 percent of the
population of Minnesota. They sup-
ported this concept. Support for the
tax credit and deduction has remained.
In 1999, the law was expanded to raise
the income threshold for eligibility for
the tax credit to permit even more
families to participate. The 1999 bill to
expand the tax credit eligibility was
passed with Dbipartisan support—in
fact, you could even call it
“tripartisan’ support, since Governor
Ventura signed it into law. About
150,000 families are expected to take ad-
vantage of the tax credit and deduction
this year.

So in Minnesota, families have si-
multaneously been provided real tax
relief and real opportunities to expand
the education opportunities for chil-
dren. And 3 years after the initiative
was passed into law, the sky has not
fallen in Minnesota, it is not a mortal
wound to public education—in fact it
helps students in public schools as well
as private schools—and again, it be-
came popular enough that the legisla-
tive subsequently expanded eligibility
for the tax credit.

Today in the Senate, we have the op-
portunity to enact similar legislation
that helps parents help save money to
ensure that their children will get a
quality education. Parents should al-
ways be in the driver’s seat when it
comes to education decisions, and this
bill simply empowers them to do more
to help their kids get ahead. S. 1134 de-
serves our support.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VoINOVICH). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there has
been a long discussion here. I do not
know if I am the last in the course of
the afternoon. If I am, I apologize pro-
fusely to those who are enduring until
we are released, but I would like to
share some thoughts regarding this
bill, if I may. We are not sure what the
status will be tomorrow morning with
respect to debate or opportunity to
comment on it.

I just heard the Senator from Min-
nesota say the sky is not falling in. It
is not the end of public education for
the small amount of experiments that
have taken place in Minnesota. I am
sure that is absolutely true, looking at
the amount of money involved, maybe
$7 a year to a family using it for K-12,
because once they have put whatever
money aside they could in order to
take advantage of K-12, the amount of
interest buildup is not that great. So
obviously we are not talking about the
grandest sums of money. That is not
what is really at stake.

In point of fact, the small amount of
money is, in and of itself, an argument
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against doing what we are doing be-
cause it barely makes a difference to
most of these families—though our col-
leagues who are advocating it argue
that whatever difference it makes, it is
worth trying to make that difference.
But that obscures what is really at
stake here. It obscures the very signifi-
cant, large issues about what the Sen-
ate ought to be doing, about what the
real priorities of education in the coun-
try are, and about the inappropriate-
ness of the underlying principle on
which this bill is based.

So it does not matter how much
money, whether it is $10, $20, $30. It is
a question of whether or not we are ad-
dressing the real concerns of education;
whether or not this is what the Senate
ought to be doing as its first act of
speaking on the issue of education in
the year 2000. It is astonishing to me
that given the breadth of the education
needs of the country, and given
everybody’s acceptance that education
is perhaps the single most important
issue to the Nation, here we are, when
we could spend weeks on the critical
issue of a broad-based approach to edu-
cation, we have one little tidbit, one
little piece of bait hanging out there as
a statement of where our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle seem to want
to come from with respect to the larger
issue of education itself.

What am I talking about? In the leg-
islation, on page b5, where it talks
about a qualified elementary and sec-
ondary education expense, it says spe-
cifically that this can go to anyone
who is:

. .. an elementary or secondary school
student at a public, private or religious
school. . . .

This is an enormous transition for
the United States of America because
what we are talking about is a first-
time extension of a significant tax ap-
proach to secondary and elementary
school, private, and religious edu-
cation. We have historically always
drawn a critical line between higher
education and secondary and elemen-
tary education. We do that for a lot of
different reasons, not the least of
which is that the Federal Government
has never assumed fundamental re-
sponsibility as a national priority, if
you will, for every person in America
going on to higher education. Though
we hope it, we want it, we encourage it,
we have Pell grants, we have student
loans, we have all kinds of ways in
which we encourage people to do that,
but we do not have the breadth of
touch on the students because of the
great breadth of educational oppor-
tunity that has grown up privately in
the country.

That is not true in public education,
which has been a commitment for sec-
ondary and elementary schoolchildren
since this country’s founding when
Thomas Jefferson first talked about
the pillars of education; since the days
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when we first made our commitment to
a public education system that would
help serve as the great melting pot/
equalizer, if you will, by which we help
to bind the country together as a coun-
try. That was going to happen, not
through divisions of wealth but, rather,
through people knowing that by every
child in America sharing in the oppor-
tunities of public education we would
build that kind of country.

All of us understand the educational
system we have today is not per-
forming, in some places, in the way we
desire. It is, I might add, performing an
awful lot better in a lot more places
than many people want to admit. The
fact is, there are some stunningly capa-
ble, extraordinary public schools across
this country. They are providing stu-
dents for the best universities in the
Nation.

What we need to talk about on the
floor of the Senate is how we are going
to empower every public school in the
country to be able to replicate the best
practices that take place at those
other extraordinary public schools, or,
I might add, at a private school, or at
a religious school. But we do not fund
it, and that is what this legislation
seeks to do.

It is called the Affordable Education
Act. I am not sure why it is called the
Affordable Education Act because only
those who can already afford to send
their kids to a parochial or to a charter
school or some other kind of school
really are going to benefit from it. It is
hardly going to be affordable to the
families for whom the question of af-
fordability is most important. It is cer-
tainly not going to be affordable even
for those families who are already
making savings because the amount of
money they are allowed to put away
hardly makes anything affordable. Fi-
nally, it really is not affordable be-
cause it applies to so few kids.

Ninety percent of the children in
America go to school in public schools,
and nothing in this act is going to alter
that one iota. Ninety percent of the
kids in America go to school in public
schools. What we really ought to call
this act is the Alternative to Public
Education Act because that is really
what it seeks to do. It seeks to estab-
lish a new principle by which we can
come back each year and begin to build
up the amount of money that some will
fight for to put into savings accounts
so that ultimately it will grow to a suf-
ficient amount that, indeed, will be-
come the alternative to public edu-
cation for those who have the ability
to make that choice or, for various rea-
sons of abandonment of the public
school system, are encouraged to do so
as the only way to send their kids, in
their judgment, somewhere that will
make a difference.

What we ought to be talking about in
this Chamber today—in fact, every day
until we complete the task—is how we
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are going to guarantee that every
school within the public school system
has a fair opportunity to make of itself
what schools in the richest commu-
nities make or schools which are the
beneficiaries of remarkable endow-
ments or parents in various parts of
the country who have enormous sums
of money and, in some cases, schools
which are not necessarily dependent on
a significant amount of money but
which have a core group of parents and
students which allows them to behave
in a way that is different from some
schools in the inner cities or in rural
areas where it is much tougher to build
that kind of support.

The question the Senate ought to be
debating is why we are not here as our
first act trying to guarantee the real
promise of America, which is to make
certain that all of our children have an
opportunity to go to schools that will
make a difference in their lives on the
positive side of the ledger.

We have been around this sometime
before in the Senate, and it grows in-
creasingly frustrating as we contin-
ually come back with these scatter-
shot, little tidbit efforts. I know my
colleague from Georgia does not view it
as a tidbit. I know this is important to
him personally. I know it is important
to some colleagues on the other side of
the aisle. But you cannot look me or
anyone else in the eye and suggest this
can pretend to be a comprehensive ap-
proach to the education needs of this
country. If it is not, you cannot con-
vince me that this is where we ought to
begin the debate about what we are
going to do to fix the schools in the
country.

I have come to the floor and said this
to my colleague from Georgia. I do not
understand it. I know no one is going
to accuse me of not being here long
enough to understand it. I think I have
a pretty good sense of how the politics
of these issues work, and I still am
frustrated and do not understand it be-
cause I do not think we are always that
far off. Yet we continually keep talk-
ing past each other.

I heard the Senator from New Mex-
ico, Mr. DOMENICI, argue that we ought
to have a very significant increase in
the amount of money we put into edu-
cation. I am confident that when he
was Governor, the Chair understood
full well the difficulties of some of the
urban centers of the State he rep-
resents on how hard it is, based on a
low tax base, to provide for computers
or provide for sports programs in the
afternoons or for libraries that stay
open or afterschool programs or reme-
dial programs for kids who are having
trouble learning. These things do cost
money.

The fact is, there are communities in
our country that do not have a tax base
to go to. Yet we have an agrarian-based
structure that suggests we still ought
to have a school system working on
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those old hours as well as on the old
funding mechanism.

Where does the money come from?
The money comes from property taxes,
except to the degree they get money
from the State treasury in either some
form of education reform or other dis-
bursement. For too many commu-
nities, they have zero ability.

In our State, we had the same tax
revolution everybody else in the coun-
try had. We had a limit on the amount
property taxes can be increased—and
properly so, I might add. There are a
lot of families on fixed incomes. There
are a lot of senior citizens who have
paid for their homes who do not have
the income stream to support an in-
crease in revenue. There are a lot of
young families starting out who do not
have the ability to find the extra cash-
flow to pay for the property tax in-
crease that might be necessary to ade-
quately fund a really excellent school
system.

What do we do? We merrily go down
the road ourselves ignoring this funda-
mental reality.

I am with my colleagues on the other
side of the fence. I do not want to
throw money down a dark hole. I do
not want to give money to a school
system that is layered with politics, or
has an inability to hold the teachers
accountable, or does not have a struc-
ture that involves parents and has ac-
countability of what kids are learning.
I do not think anybody in the Senate
wants to do that.

So I am having difficulty under-
standing why it is we cannot find a for-
mula by which we are prepared to put
some money into the system requiring
those systems to embrace real reform,
leaving up to those systems—and this
is important—the determination of
how they will get their kids to the end
goal of a superlative education.

I do not think the Federal Govern-
ment ought to run that. I do not think
we ought to come trotting in with
some new mandate and tell people, if
you do not do this—that is not what
this is about. We are only 7 percent of
the budget of schools across this coun-
try.

Moreover, it is a steadfast principle
that none of us wants to break that
somehow the Federal Government
ought to be involved in running the
schools. We do not want that. I do not
want that. I believe in local control,
but local control has to mean also local
empowerment, local capacity, local
ability to do some of these things.

None of our colleagues can ignore the
fact that if you are a young law stu-
dent getting out of law school, one of
the better law schools in the Nation,
and you go to work in Boston or New
York, you are going to start out now at
$140,000 with the top law firms. Right
out of law school, you can earn as
much as a Senator, which may not be
an appropriate measurement of any-
thing, but that is what we are valuing.
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A teacher comes out of college with
$50,000 to $100,000 of loans, which they
are required to start paying back the
minute they go to work. They are
going to start at $22,000, $21,000, $23,000,
maybe work their way into the thirties
after they have 15 years and a master’s
degree, and, depending on the school
system, they can be at some school
systems where they can get into the
sixties, but with most of them they are
in the forties after almost a career of
service.

How do we turn to any student sad-
dled with those loans in college and
say: Ignore all those dot coms where
you can earn 60,000 bucks almost right
out of school, ignore the opportunities
of the marketplace where there is 4-
percent unemployment and you have
this extraordinary gap in all the tech-
nological fields where the greatest re-
straint on growth to our Nation is
going to be the lack of an available
skilled labor pool, and we are going to
say to kids who are facing that kind of
job market: Come teach and be a pau-
per; come teach, but forget the notion
that you can share in that cape cottage
or buy that extra car or have a longer
vacation; you are going to just eke it
out, you are going to just make it, but
we expect you to raise your family the
same way everybody else does and to
live by the rules, and so forth and so
on.

Are we crazy? We have lost all sense
of proportion if we are not willing to
try to recognize that if you are going
to value teaching, you have to value
teaching. That means valuing it by
putting a fair market value on the peo-
ple you want to have teach.

Does that mean that in exchange for
that fair market value, you had better
get your return? You bet it does. Does
that mean accountability? Yes. Does
that mean if you are not doing the job
properly, you ought to be able to be
fired? Yes. Does that mean you may
have to work longer hours in return for
that? Yes, it does.

I do not understand why we cannot
come to some kind of an agreement
that liberates every school system to
go out and be the best it can be, and to
let parents have choice, and have com-
petition within the public school sys-
tem. I am all for that. That is the best
form of accountability there is in
America—competition.

I have seen this happen. I have gone
to many blue ribbon schools and have
said: Why is this a blue ribbon school?
What is it about this school that
makes it a place where parents are
clamoring to put their kids, but you go
10 blocks away and there is a school
nobody wants to go to? You can very
quickly pinpoint real, tangible reasons
those differences exist.

Generally it begins with the prin-
cipal. There is a great principal in
every blue ribbon school I have visited.
One of the great deficits in America
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today is our lack of capacity to at-
tract, in some of the more complicated
systems, the principals we really need
in the context of modern education.
Once again, that is a reflection of the
money involved. It is a reflection of the
school system, the structure, and other
kinds of things.

But we ought to be on the floor of the
Senate with a comprehensive approach
as to how we attract young corporate
chieftains, who are able to retire today
with extraordinary wealth, to perhaps
come in and be the principal of a school
for a short period of time, lending their
expertise. Ex-military officers, who re-
tire after 20, 26 years, and are still
young and have great talents in leader-
ship, could help to manage.

I forget the name of the general out
in Seattle who passed away a year and
a half to 2 years ago who did an ex-
traordinary job of doing just that. He
became beloved in the school system
because of the leadership skills he
brought to the task.

We should have a national effort
geared to try to attract people and pull
them into these jobs. If we did that, we
could begin to create energy in our
schools where they competed with each
other. As the parents say: I want to go
over to the Driscoll school. I think
what has happened over there at that
Bartlett school is not working for my
kid, but over at the other school all the
parents are raving about the school
system. The kids are doing better in
their homework. They seem to have
more discipline. All of a sudden, the
schools are going to reverberate with
parents making that kind of choice.

This isn’t novel. There are a lot of
places in the country where that is
happening today. It is working. There
are many other ways in which we could
have a greater level of accountability
in our school system. All of this under-
scores what the real debate ought to
be.

I am also astonished that we are
quick to come to the floor of the Sen-
ate to put more money into tougher
sentencing. We will put people away for
longer periods of time in jail. We will
build more jails. We provided more as-
sistance in the crime bill to do that.
All of those things are important. But
isn’t it equally important to try to pre-
vent some of those kids from falling
into those kinds of troubled lives when
it makes a difference?

We know, to an absolute certainty,
that the time when most of these kids
get into trouble is in the afternoon
when they are out of school, unsuper-
vised, and they go back to apartments
or houses where there is no adult until
6 or 7 o’clock in the evening.

I believe it was almost 8 or 9 years
ago that the Carnegie Foundation did
an extensive study pinpointing most of
the difficulties teenagers had in the
afterschool hours—unwanted  preg-
nancies, drug experimentation, trouble
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on the street corners. All of these
things have occurred because they were
not in school and because schools did
not have the afterschool programs nec-
essary to provide the value-oriented
structure they need.

Ask any child psychologist in the
United States of America, ask any pe-
nologist in the United States of Amer-
ica, and they will tell you children
need structure. When you release kids
at 1:30 or 2 o’clock in the afternoon to
almost a half a day of no structure,
you are inviting the kinds of problems
we have invited in the last years. It
would be much cheaper to invest in
long-term education, afterschool pro-
grams, early childhood education, et
cetera, than to build $50,000- to $75,000-
a-year prison cells for the people we
have allowed to slip through the
cracks.

People say: Do we really allow them
to slip through the cracks? Let me tell
you, I have visited some schools where
kids have dropped out. In America, it
used to be that you had a truancy sys-
tem. If you dropped out or you left
your school for a couple of days, teach-
ers actually cared about it. They said:
Wait a minute. Johnny is not here
today. Where is he? Somebody went
after him to find out what was going
on.

Today, in cities all across America, a
kid may not show up for school, and
nobody does anything about it. Parents
do not even know the kid did not show
up. There is no money for truant offi-
cers? There is no money to track any-
body? There is no way to do that? What
do you mean? We are the richest coun-
try on the face of this planet. We have
created more wealth in the last 10
years than at any time in American
history. We have 460-plus billionaires
in America today. We have had a sur-
plus now for the second year in a row.
We are sitting around toying with
whether or not we are going to give
seven bucks a year to people who al-
ready have money so they can send
their kid to a religious school or a pri-
vate school. What are we doing?

This place is losing its relevancy to
the real problems of America if we can-
not start at the beginning. The begin-
ning is this broad-based problem that
exists with respect to education in
America. It is rampant. We understand
that. How can our colleagues not come
to the floor and say: It really does
make a difference whether a teacher is
being asked to teach 35 kids, 40 kids, 30
kids, 28 kids, or 18 kids.

I have talked to first-grade teachers
who tell me they have kids coming into
the first grade today who cannot do the
things kids used to do when they went
to the first grade. They cannot do sim-
ple shapes. They cannot recognize col-
ors. They cannot do early numbers.
The teacher has to take that kid and
somehow mainstream that child while
managing the educational life of all
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the other kids in the classroom. I chal-
lenge any of my colleagues to do that
for a day or two and see how they feel
at the end of that effort. When you
shortchange that teaching capacity,
you are shortchanging every kid in the
classroom. It has lasting impact.

I will give you another example. Not
so long ago, I visited the Castle Square
Early Child Development Center in
Boston. There are 67 kids—infants and
toddlers—who are in the Early Child
Development Center. Of those 67 kids, 1
think 98 percent are the sons and
daughters of single parents. That is a
cycle we are trying to break. We do not
want to pass that on to the next gen-
eration. The best way not to pass it on
to the next generation is to guarantee
kids have the kind of structure that
makes a difference in their lives. But
for the 67 kids who were in the early
child development center, there were
550 on the waiting list. Maybe 5, maybe
10 of the 550 will be lucky enough to
cross the threshold of that child devel-
opment center before they have to re-
port for the first grade.

Under the law of the land, you are
supposed to report for the first grade
ready to learn. But as we are learning,
too many of these kids come to the
first grade and are not ready to learn.
So we have built a deficit into the sys-
tem before we even begin. Then we
turn around and respond by saying:
The roof is falling in on the public edu-
cation system of America. What are we
going to do about it? Well, we are going
to give kids an opportunity to go some-
where else. Where? To a private school,
to a parochial school, to a charter
school?

Mr. President, there aren’t enough
places in private schools, in parochial
schools or charter schools in this coun-
try to save a generation of American
children. We can’t build those schools
fast enough. There aren’t enough seats.
So we can talk about that as an alter-
native all we want. It is no alternative.

The alternative is to fix the public
school system where 90 percent of the
kids in this country go to school.
Again and again, I say it, 90 percent. If
we had the most ambitious program
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle could design to have a voucher or
to create some alternative, we couldn’t
take care of 5 to 10 percent of Amer-
ica’s children, let alone 90 percent. If
we want to fill those high-tech jobs, if
we want America to match the in-
creased focus of Asia, Europe, Latin
America, and other countries on edu-
cation as their primary need with re-
spect to the digital divide and the
economies of the future, if we are going
to do that, we have to pay attention to
the educational opportunities afforded
to our youngest children at the earliest
stages of life. It is incomprehensible to
me that we can’t find the capacity to
make certain that those 550 kids can
all get the kind of early input they

February 23, 2000

need so we can alleviate some of the
crises in our school system by sending
kids to school ready to learn.

All of this is part of a mosaic: early
child education, early maternal input.
Whether a mother is able to properly
provide nutrition for a child affects a
child’s learning ability. All of these
things do. It is very fashionable by
many in the Senate to say that is the
responsibility of parents. Yes, it is. It
is the responsibility of parents. I agree.
But what do you do when there aren’t
any parents? What do you do when
there is only one parent who is work-
ing two to three jobs in order to make
ends meet because that is also what we
want them to do in America? They
can’t find the adequate child care.
They don’t have grandma and grandpa
living in the house anymore. That is
another change in America. People
don’t live that way anymore in the
United States. So we don’t have that
great continuum that came down
through generations that used to be
the great teaching mechanism. But
that is gone now. We have empty
households.

So what do we do? We can talk about
family. We can talk about values. We
can also talk about the other great
teachers. Religion is one of the other
great teachers, absolutely. But without
the parents, too many of these Kkids
don’t have that either. If they are drop-
ping out of school, they don’t have the
other great teacher. So we have mil-
lions of kids, literally, around the
United States of America who don’t
have any of the three great teachers in
life. They don’t have the family teach-
er, they don’t have the organized reli-
gious teacher, and they don’t have the
teacher teacher in school because they
are at risk in dropping out.

How do we fill the gap? We don’t. We
are debating whether or not to fill a
nonexistent gap, to give some money
to people who have already made a
choice to send their kids to these
schools. That is who most benefit by
the legislation on the floor of the Sen-
ate. The people who benefit by this leg-
islation are people who can save that
kind of money. They are the people
whose kids are probably already in a
religious school or a private school.
They are the kids who are already
availing themselves of those benefits.

I am not saying to my colleague
there is no value in providing relief for
one of those parents. That is why we
voted for tax relief. That is why we
provide student loans. We do lots of
things to provide that kind of relief. I
am all for that. But let us get our pri-
orities straight.

It seems to me the first obligation of
the Senate is to come here embracing
an overall concept. I might add to my
colleague from Georgia, here we are
being asked to spend $1-plus billion, $2
billion. It is as in a vacuum. I am being
asked to give $2 billion to parents



February 23, 2000

whose kids may go to religious or pri-
vate schools without even knowing
that the rest of the budget is going to
be for any of the other things I have
talked about. Are they going to be cut?
Are we going to have less money for
after school? Are we going to have less
money for chapter 1? How much money
are we going to have in the School
Lunch Program this year? How much
money will we have for Head Start? If
I have to cut those or can’t have as
much as we ought to have, would we
then take this $2 billion and put it else-
where?

This is simply not timely. It is not
appropriate. I hope it is not a state-
ment of the full measure of priority of
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. I hope it is not.

There are other colleagues waiting to
speak. I have gone on longer than I had
intended. I hope this year can be a year
in which the Senate can find its way to
a comprehensive, across-the-aisle dia-
log, to bring ourselves together in a
spirit of compromise. So far the only
compromise I have seen with respect to
the so-called Straight A’s plan and the
approach of our friends has been on our
side of the fence. It is my hope we can
have that real dialog.

I look forward to it and thank the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
am going to try to confine my remarks
to the proposal before the Senate. I
will make a couple of comments re-
garding my good colleague from Massa-
chusetts.

First of all, I say to him, this $7 rou-
tine is exceedingly misleading. Two or
three of his colleagues have used that.
If $7 is all we are talking about, then,
A, why get worked up about it? And, B,
if $7 per year is the only advantage out
of this account, which is four times
what the President proposed, then I
guess the President’s proposal was only
worth $2.25.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for an answer?

Mr. COVERDELL. Surely.

Mr. KERRY. I said in my comments
that the amount of money is really not
the key. I said I throw away the $7 as
not particularly moving. But the $7
comes from the Joint Tax Committee
estimate.

Mr. COVERDELL. I have seen that.
But my point is, if that is the case, it
is worth four times the President’s pro-
posal.

Mr. KERRY. I don’t agree with every-
thing President Clinton does or has
done.

Mr. COVERDELL. I understand. I
will read you another comment, the re-
marks as prepared for delivery by Vice
President AL GORE to the Minnesota
Community Technical College, where
he says:

Here is my idea: We should create new
401(k) accounts like the 401(k) plans that
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help you save for retirement, but these ac-
counts will allow employers and employees
to contribute up to $2,500 for each working
person to pay for college or job training ex-
penses, money that you can save and with-
draw tax free. You could use this account for
yourself, your spouse, even your child’s col-
lege tuition.

That is identical to the proposal that
is before us.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, may I re-
spond?

Mr. COVERDELL. Sure.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me
underscore that distinction to my
friend. The Vice President, No. 1, laid
out the most comprehensive plan set
forward by anybody running for Presi-
dent of the United States. He set for-
ward a plan that included $115 million
for a trust fund over 10 years. He set
forward a plan to attract principals, to
deal with teachers’ pay, and with
standards. It was a broad-based plan,
and the section that the Senator from
Georgia refers to does not apply to pri-
vate secondary and elementary
schools. It is college and job training.

Historically—and I drew this distinc-
tion—the Congress of the United States
has always drawn a distinction be-
tween the higher education structure
and the secondary and elementary
structure. The problems I cited are pre-
cisely the reason why you need to have
a broad-based approach before you
throw any piecemeal legislation out
there.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, let
me address that as well because the
Senator has made much of this today,
as have others. This is, of course, a
piece of legislation from the Finance
Committee. It has been vetted three
times before the Senate. It has been
passed by the Senate with 59 votes. It
is cosponsored by ROBERT TORRICELLI
of New Jersey and about 10 other
Democrats. So it is bipartisan with
broad support. It in no way suggests
that there won’t be a full debate occur-
ring on the issue when the reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act comes before us, which
will be probably spring because there is
not consensus on that committee. I am
not on that committee, and I don’t
know if the Senator is or not. This
comes from the Finance Committee
and it is one component of what can be
done. It is tax policy. It is character-
ized as if some little piece is going to
somehow corrupt or become a hurdle in
front of the broader discussion that
will come with this other legislation. I
find that pretty difficult to com-
prehend, particularly in light of the
fact of previous Senate actions on the
legislation.

I think it unfair to characterize this
as a piece of legislation designed for
private schools and that it somehow
avoids public schools. That is just not
so. The same sources of information
the Senator has been quoting would
have us understand that the education
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savings account will primarily benefit
public schools but not just public
schools. Seventy percent of the fami-
lies who open these accounts—and I
might point this out; the Senator cov-
ered it, too. He doesn’t consider this
the broad base and neither do I. But it
does affect 14 million families and 20
million children, which is right at
half—5 million less than half—of the
entire population—seventy percent of
those families’ children are in public
schools; 30 percent are in private
schools. The division of the money is
50/50.

In other words, half the money that
this generates flows to public schools
and half to private or, I assume, home.
That is not insignificant. That is about
$12 billion that we don’t have to appro-
priate. It is voluntarily brought for-
ward, involving those families with
their children and their needs. It is not
appropriate to characterize that as a
program designed for private schools.
Will parents who have children in pri-
vate schools use it? Yes, they will prob-
ably tend to use it more, which is why
half the money goes there. I think,
though, in terms of causing someone to
change schools, there is an implication
there will be no place for them to go. It
is not meant to make people change.

Mr. KERRY. I appreciate that my
friend from Georgia is fairminded, and
we always engage in good dialog. I ap-
preciate that. First, we are sent here to
make choices about priorities for the
country.

Mr. COVERDELL. Right.

Mr. KERRY. Now, when I see chapter
1 unfunded, or I see urban centers
where they don’t have computers, and I
see so many kids in so many parts of
the country whose families can’t afford
any of the amenities that make a dif-
ference, I find it very hard as a matter
of choice to suggest that even that 50
percent is appropriately spent.

Now, I am not arguing with the Sen-
ator. I am not suggesting to him or
saying that some family in public
school may not benefit from this. I un-
derstand some public schools have uni-
form codes and a parent may be able to
g0 buy a portion of the uniform. I don’t
know how much $7 a year is going to
do. If you are doing it K through 12,
that is the interest. The only benefit
under the Finance Committee rule is
the tax benefit of the tax-free interest
savings. So you can withdraw the
money you have put into the savings
account, but all you are really getting
the benefit on is the tax-free compo-
nent. Say you put $5600 in there and you
have to draw it out in 2 years at 6 per-
cent, or 5 percent, which is what they
are earning nowadays—these things
aren’t even marketable; none of the
major houses are marketing them, so
you are going to earn base interest on
it and you are not going to get much
money as a consequence of that. So
when you have very few resources, I
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say to the Senator, what is the jus-
tification?

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator
makes my point. There is so little in-
vested on our part to cause them to do
so much. I am stunned that people
would be concerned. For this type of
investment, why would we not want to
produce the $12 billion in new resources
that we don’t have to appropriate? Peo-
ple do it on their own—not to mention
the connection that occurs between the
parent and the student.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I say to
my colleague—and he knows this full
well—there are Members of the Senate
who basically have been fighting for
years to create sort of a full-fledged
support system, through the Federal
Government, for education and/or for
schools outside the public school struc-
ture. That has been a great fight in the
Senate.

What I said is it is not the $7 that is
critical here; it is the principle. If we
adopt in the Senate a notion that we
are going to now in the United States
have a full-fledged support system for
parochial schools and religious schools
through the elementary and secondary
level, that is new. Once we have made
it $7, you are going to come back—or
someone is—and say we haven’t given
them enough; we have to give them
$500 because that is more meaningful.
Of course, if we were willing to support
either private or religious schools pre-
viously, what would stop us from giv-
ing them more money now? That is
what this fight is about; it is not about
the $7. Although, as a matter of choice,
I don’t see why it is we reward people
who are already capable of sending
their kids to these places and have
made that choice versus the people who
are having the hardest time making
ends meet.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 70
percent of all these funds go to families
of middle income or lower income.

Mr. KERRY. As I have said, the real
fight is the issue of this concept.

Mr. COVERDELL. I can accept it on
those terms, but I don’t believe the
fact we have not taxed that account to
be an appropriation of the U.S. Treas-
ury in support of a private or parochial
school. We have just not collected the
tax; there has been no constitutional
challenge or discussion about it. That
just won’t flow. If we have decided to
grant accounts that people’s own
money goes into and have decided we
are not going to tax the interest on it,
there is no way in the world that any-
body would find that that is a subsidy
of parochial education.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, my
friend knows full well that the famous
teacher Stanley Surrey, I think at Har-
vard Law, coined the phrase ‘‘tax ex-
penditure.” We make choices in the
Senate that if you forego a tax you ex-
pect to collect, it is an expenditure.
Now, that is a well-known principle in
terms of how we operate.
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Mr. COVERDELL. It is also a fine
line that does not in any way suggest
we are making an appropriation. I ac-
cept the fact that you might argue, as
Senator WELLSTONE did earlier, that it
is money that wasn’t sent to Wash-
ington and you prefer it be sent here so
we can be involved with the distribu-
tion of it.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I believe
my friend will acknowledge, as he has
already—I think he said that a major-
ity of this benefit will go to families in
private schools.

Mr. COVERDELL. No, I didn’t. I said
that 70 percent of the families are in
public schools. Then I said the distribu-
tion would be 50-50. The reason for that
is parents who have children in the pri-
vate schools are paying higher costs.
They are paying, of course, the taxes
for the public schools as well, and will
probably have an incentive to save
more. I think that is probably so. I sort
of think that while 70 percent are in
public schools, the distribution of 50-50
will probably be the case.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, if I may
again just quickly say the Joint Tax
Committee tells us that they arrive at
an assessment where under the legisla-
tion of the Senator from Georgia, 52
percent of the tax benefit will go to
taxpayers with children in private
schools.

Mr. COVERDELL. If the Senator is
drawing the line of the 2-percent dif-
ference and somehow that makes the
point——

Mr. KERRY. Fifty percent.

Mr. COVERDELL. I will accept that
argument.

Mr. KERRY. For the purposes of this,
let us say it is 50 percent. I don’t un-
derstand the public policy rationale for
50 percent of this benefit that we are
going to grant going to private schools
when 90 percent of America’s children
are in public schools, and of that 90
percent, the vast majority are poorer
than those 52 percent who are going to
get the benefit. It just doesn’t make
sense.

Mr. COVERDELL. It makes sense to
the majority of the Senate, and I hope
it will be so again.

In that we are now waiting for the
Senator from Oregon, if I might close
this out.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for the dialog. It has been
helpful. I always appreciate having it
with him.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. COVERDELL. As I do.

Mr. President, this debate will con-
tinue tomorrow.

I want to reiterate that the tax sav-
ings account helps 14 million families
and 20 million children. It provides for
employer incentives to educate their
employees. One million employees will
benefit. It helps students who are in
States with prepaid tuition plans be-
cause we do not tax them. That will be
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1 million students who will benefit
from the savings tuition provision. It
adopts the proposal of Senator GRAHAM
of Florida and Senator SESSIONS of Ala-
bama on State tuition and on school
construction.

Go across the face of education inso-
far as the Finance Committee is con-
cerned. It deals with tax policy. We are
not the education committee. We are
making the Tax Code friendlier to
States, communities, parents, employ-
ers, employees, and students to get a
better education, 70 percent which will
g0 to families of middle income of
$75,000 or less. It is the same means
test the President used when he cre-
ated the HOPE scholarship along with
the Congress. The only thing we do is
make it four times more powerful than
the President’s proposal.

As I said, I sort of reel from time to
time when they try to make it insig-
nificant, but then it becomes a huge
debate. They contradict themselves. If
this is only worth ‘““‘$7 a year’” and is
““insignificant,” then the President’s
proposal is only worth $2.25 because it
is one-fourth the value of these ac-
counts.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent there be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

TRIBUTE TO MARIE FABRIZIO
DICKINSON

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the distinguished
and exemplary career of Marie Fabrizio
Dickinson, Chief Clerk of the Senate
Armed Services Committee. Today,
Marie achieves a notable and impor-
tant career milestone: thirty years of
continuous service with the Senate
Committee on Armed Services.

“Far and away the best prize that
life offers,” Teddy Roosevelt once re-
marked, ‘‘is the chance to work hard at
work worth doing.”” During the past
thirty years, Marie has tirelessly de-
voted her professional pursuits to work
we all know to be certainly worth
doing: supporting the men and women
of the Armed Forces.

Marie began her career in 1970 as the
sole staff assistant for the Republican
minority Committee staff. In 1987,
Marie was promoted to Assistant Chief
Clerk—serving eleven years in that as-
signment. When I became Chairman of
the Committee in 1999, I was very for-
tunate to have Marie accept my re-
quest for her to serve as Chief Clerk of
the Committee.

During the last year, Marie has ex-
celled as Chief Clerk. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee has undertaken many
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